On the inverse optimal control problems of the human locomotion: stability and robustness of the minimizers by Chittaro, Francesca et al.
On the inverse optimal control problems of the human
locomotion: stability and robustness of the minimizers
Francesca Chittaro, Fre´de´ric Jean, Paolo Mason
To cite this version:
Francesca Chittaro, Fre´de´ric Jean, Paolo Mason. On the inverse optimal control problems of
the human locomotion: stability and robustness of the minimizers. Journal of Mathematical
Sciences, Springer Verlag (Germany), 2013, 195 (3), pp.269-287. <hal-00774720>
HAL Id: hal-00774720
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-00774720
Submitted on 15 Jan 2013
HAL is a multi-disciplinary open access
archive for the deposit and dissemination of sci-
entific research documents, whether they are pub-
lished or not. The documents may come from
teaching and research institutions in France or
abroad, or from public or private research centers.
L’archive ouverte pluridisciplinaire HAL, est
destine´e au de´poˆt et a` la diffusion de documents
scientifiques de niveau recherche, publie´s ou non,
e´manant des e´tablissements d’enseignement et de
recherche franc¸ais ou e´trangers, des laboratoires
publics ou prive´s.
Journal of Mathematical Sciences, Vol. ***, No. *, 20**
ON THE INVERSE OPTIMAL CONTROL PROBLEMS OF THE
HUMAN LOCOMOTION: STABILITY AND ROBUSTNESS OF THE
MINIMIZERS
F.C. Chittaro, F. Jean, and P. Mason UDC ????
Abstract. In recent papers models of the human locomotion by means of an optimal control
problem have been proposed. In this paradigm, the trajectories are assumed to be solutions
of an optimal control problem whose cost has to be determined. The purpose of the present
paper is to analyze the class of optimal control problems defined in this way. We prove strong
convergence result for their solutions on the one hand for perturbations of the initial and
final points (stability), and on the other hand for perturbations of the cost (robustness).
This work was supported by the Digiteo grant Congeo, by the ANR project GCM, program
“Blanche”, project number NT09 504490, by the CNRS-INSIS through the PEPS grant Co-
MoMo, and by the Commission of the European Communities under the 7th Framework Pro-
gramme Marie Curie Initial Training Network (FP7-PEOPLE-2010-ITN), project SADCO,
contract number 264735.
1. Introduction
An important question in the study of human motor control is to determine which law gov-
erns a particular body movement, such as arm pointing motions or goal-oriented locomotion.
A nowadays widely accepted paradigm in neurophysiology is that, among all possible move-
ments, the accomplished ones satisfy suitable optimality criteria (see [17] for a review). Once
a dynamical model of the movements under consideration is given, one is then led to solve an
inverse optimal control problem: given recorded experimental data, infer a cost function such
that the recorded movements are solutions of the associated optimal control problem.
In the theory of linear-quadratic control, the question of which quadratic cost is minimized
in order to control a linear system along certain trajectories was already raised by R. Kalman
[13]. Some methods allowed deducing cost functions from optimal behavior in system and
control theory (linear matrix inequalities [9]) and in Markov decision processes (inverse rein-
forcement learning [15]). A new and promising approach has been developed in [7, 12] for the
pointing movements of the arm. In that approach, based on Thom transversality theory, the
cost structure is deduced from qualitative properties highlighted by the experimental data.
However all these methods have been conceived for very specific systems and they are not
suitable for general inverse optimal control problems.
This paper focuses on the inverse optimal control problem associated with the goal-oriented
human locomotion. In the approach initiated in [2–4], goal-oriented human locomotion is
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Fig. 1. Goal-oriented human locomotion.
understood as the motion in the 3-D space of both its position (x, y) and its orientation θ of
a person walking from an initial point (x0, y0, θ0) to a final point (x1, y1, θ1) (see Figure 1).
We take advantage here of the analysis carried out in a previous work [10] (see also [6]) in
modeling the human locomotion by means of optimal control problems. We assume that every
admissible locomotion trajectory is solution of a control system that describes the dynamics,
exploiting the nonholonomic nature of human locomotion [3]. Among these trajectories, the
chosen one minimizes a cost that has to be sought in a particular class L of functionals.
Thus, with each cost function in L, one can associate the set of solutions of the corresponding
optimal control problem. The inverse optimal control problem consists in determining an
inverse of this mapping. From a practical point of view, it amounts to find in L a cost whose
minimizing trajectories fit accurately experimental data (see Figure 2). To this purpose
Mombaur et al. [14] proposed a purely numerical approach based on parameter identification
that is used to implement human-like motion on humanoid robots. This method furnishes a
plausible solution but does not give further insight into the considered inverse optimal control
problem.
The purpose of the present paper is to analyze the direct problem, and in particular to
understand the behavior of minimizing trajectories in function of the cost. This qualitative
analysis represents a step forward a global qualitative and numerical analysis of the inverse
optimal control problem. We will show that the solutions of the optimal control problem
corresponding to costs in L depend continuously on the one hand on the initial and final points
(stability), and on the other hand on the cost (robustness). The stability of the minimizers,
as well as their existence, are properties that arise naturally in the modeling of a biological
motion. The fact that they are satisfied here only enhance the relevance of our model. The
robustness has more consequences for the associated inverse optimal control problem. Due
to the experimental nature of the recorded data, it implies that if a cost is solution of the
inverse control problem, then its small enough perturbations are solutions too. Thus the class
of possible costs can be reduced to any dense subclass and, in order to further reduce the
class of costs in the spirit of [7, 12], we can look for properties of the minimizers that are only
approximately satisfied. We intend to exploit this property in forthcoming studies.
Translated from Sovremennaya Matematika i Ee Prilozheniya (Contemporary Mathematics and Its
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Fig. 2. Examples of trajectories for several final positions, drawn by using the
data recorded by Arechavaleta et al. [3] (with the kind permission of the au-
thors).
The optimal control problems modeling the locomotion are described in Section 2. Two
types of models are given: in the first one the control is the angular acceleration θ¨, in the
second one it is the angular velocity θ˙. We also give in this section the equations resulting by
the application of the Pontryagin maximum principle.
The existence and stability results are given in Section 3. We first prove the existence of
minimizers and the continuity of the value function. Then we show that, for a converging
sequence of boundary conditions, the corresponding minimizers and their adjoint vectors
uniformly converge.
Section 4 is dedicated to the proof of robustness. We first show that, if a sequence of
costs depending on θ¨ converges to a cost also depending on θ¨, then the minimizers with given
terminal conditions and their adjoint vectors uniformly converge. We then prove the same
result when the limit of the sequence of costs does not depend on θ¨ but only on θ˙.
2. The models and the adjoint equations
2.1. The models of human locomotion. We present in this section the model of the
human locomotion developed in [10]. The dynamics are described by control systems of the
form 
x˙ = cos θ,
y˙ = sin θ,
θ(k) = u,
(1)
where k > 0 is an integer. System (1) captures the nonholonomic nature of the human
locomotion pointed out in [3], which is valid when the subject walks toward a far enough
target point. Note also that the paths (x, y) are parameterized by arc-length.
The locomotion trajectories between two arbitrary configurations (x0, y0, θ0) and (x1, y1, θ1)
appear as the solutions of an optimal control problem of the following form: minimize the
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cost
J =
T∫
0
L(θ˙, . . . , θ(k−1), u)dt
among all admissible controls u(·) steering system (1) from q(0) = (x0, y0, θ0) to q(T ) =
(x1, y1, θ1). Notice that the final time T and the boundary values of θ
(m), m = 1, . . . , k − 1,
are free.
The inverse optimal control problem consists in finding the proper cost function L. Of
course it is necessary to precise the class L of functionals in which L has to be sought.
This class contains different types of functionals depending on the integer k characterizing
system (1).
The first task is to understand how the integer k affects the structure of the corresponding
set of optimal trajectories.
Keeping in mind that the cost should model a human behavior, and that the angular
acceleration θ¨ is equivalent to a third-order derivative (so-called jerk) of the planar path, we
make the rather natural assumption that k ≤ 2 in the sequel (see also [2, 10]). Thus in the
following the class L will be divided into two sub-classes L1 and L2 that depend on whether
the highest derivative of the angle θ explicitely appearing in the cost is the first or the second
one.
We first define the class L2 as the set of functions L : R
2 → R which satisfy the following
three assumptions:
(H1) L(·, ·) is non-negative, C2 in the pair, and satisfies L(0, 0) = 0. Moreover L(r, 0) ≤
L(r, s) for every (r, s) ∈ R2;
(H2) L(·, ·) is strictly convex with respect to the second variable, with ∂
2L
∂s2
(r, s) > 0 for every
(r, s);
(H3) there exist two constants C,R > 0 and p > 1 such that
L(r, s) ≥ C|s|p ∀ r ∈ R, ∀|s| > R.
Moreover, there exist two L∞loc functions γ, δ : R → R, γ > 0 such that∣∣∣∣∂L∂r (r, s)
∣∣∣∣ ≤ γ(r)|s|p + δ(r). (2)
The integral cost associated with a function L ∈ L2 is
JL(T, κ0, u) =
T∫
0
1 + L(κ(t), u(t)) dt,
and has to be evaluated along the trajectory Q(·) = (x(·), y(·), θ(·), κ(·)) of the control system
x˙ = cos θ
y˙ = sin θ
θ˙ = κ
κ˙ = u
, (3)
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with initial condition (0, 0, 0, κ0) and corresponding to the control function u(·). The corre-
sponding optimal control problem is
P2(L) Minimize JL(T, κ0, u) among all controls u ∈ L
p([0, T ]) and all values κ(0) = κ0
such that the corresponding trajectories Q(·) satisfy (3) with boundary conditions
q0 = (x(0), y(0), θ(0)) = (0, 0, 0) and q1 = (x(T ), y(T ), θ(T )) = (x1, y1, θ1). The final
time T and the initial and final values of the curvature, that is κ(0) = κ0 and κ(T ),
are free.
Note that the model is valid only when the target (x1, y1) is far enough from the initial
position (0, 0), so we will always assume (x1, y1) 6= 0.
Remark 1. In [10], for the need of the analysis, the cost functions L are assumed to depend
separately on κ and u. We remove this unnecessary assumption here. Hypothesis (H3) then
writes in a slightly different – and more general – form.
The second class of costs we consider is the one in which θ¨ and higher derivatives of θ
do not appear. We define this class L1 as the set of functions ℓ : R → R which satisfy the
following three assumptions:
(H1′) ℓ(·) is a non-negative C2 function satisfying ℓ(0) = 0;
(H2′) ℓ(·) is strictly convex, with ℓ′′(r) > 0 for every r;
(H3′) there exist two constants C,R > 0 and p > 1 such that
ℓ(r) ≥ C|r|p ∀|r| > R.
The integral cost associated with a function ℓ ∈ L1 is
Jℓ(T, κ) =
T∫
0
1 + ℓ(κ(t)) dt,
and has to be evaluated along the trajectories q(·) = (x(·), y(·), θ(·)) of the control system
x˙ = cos θ
y˙ = sin θ
θ˙ = κ
, (4)
where κ is the control. The corresponding optimal control problem is
P1(ℓ) Minimize Jℓ(T, κ) among all controls κ(·) ∈ L
p([0, T ]) such that the correspond-
ing trajectories q(·) satisfy (4) with free final time T and boundary conditions q0 =
(x(0), y(0), θ(0)) = (0, 0, 0) and q1 = (x(T ), y(T ), θ(T )) = (x1, y1, θ1).
Remark 2. With a little abuse of notations, when speaking about solutions of P2(L) and
P1(ℓ) we mean the corresponding optimal trajectories.
Finally the class L is defined as the union L1 ∪L2. Thus with every function L or ℓ in L is
associated the optimal synthesis of P2(L) or P1(ℓ), that is the set of solutions of this problem
for all q1 ∈ R
2 × S1. The inverse optimal control problem of the goal-oriented locomotion
consists in finding an inverse to this mapping.
The main purpose of this paper, as a first step toward the analysis of this inverse problem,
is to show for that mapping a continuity property that we call robustness (Section 4). We will
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also prove in Section 3 the existence of the solutions P2(L) and P1(ℓ), and their continuity
with respect to q1. Both parts make use of the equations of the Pontryagin maximum principle
that we state now.
2.2. Application of the Pontryagin Maximum Principle. The Pontryagin maximum
principle (PMP) establishes some first-order necessary conditions to be satisfied by every
optimal trajectory. However, the PMP in its classical form [1, 16] requires that the optimal
control is bounded in the L∞ topology, which is an information that we do not possess at
this stage. Nevertheless, refined versions of the PMP deal also with unbounded controls.
In particular it is easy to check that our problems meet all the hypotheses required in [5,
Theorem 2.3], and thus we can state the following.
Proposition 1. Every solution of P2(L) (resp. P1(ℓ)) satisfies the PMP.
Remark 3. The PMP does not actually guarantee the existence of optimal trajectories. In
Section 3 we prove the existence of solutions for every final point q1, both for problem P1(ℓ)
and P2(L).
In order to apply the PMP to the problem P2(L), we define the following Hamiltonian
function:
H(Q,P, ν, u) = px cos θ + py sin θ + pθκ+ pκu+ ν(1 + L(κ, u)),
where P = (px, py, pθ, pκ) ∈ R
4 and ν ∈ R.
We recall that the PMP states that if Q(·) is an optimal trajectory corresponding to a
control u(·) defined on an interval [0, T ], then there exist an absolutely continuous function
P (·) : [0, T ]→ R4 and ν ≤ 0 such that the pair (P (·), ν) is non-trivial and (Q(·), P (·)) satisfies
the Hamiltonian system {
Q˙(t) = ∂H∂P (Q(t), P (t), ν, u(t))
P˙ (t) = −∂H∂Q (Q(t), P (t), ν, u(t))
. (5)
Moreover, the PMP also states that the n-tuple (Q(·), P (·), ν, u(t)) satisfies the maximality
condition
H(Q(t), P (t), ν, u(t)) = max
v∈R
H(Q(t), P (t), ν, v)
for t ∈ [0, T ]. This condition establishes a relation between the optimal control u(·), κ(·) and
pκ(·):
pκ(t) = −ν
∂L
∂u
(κ(t), u(t)) (6)
for t ∈ [0, T ].
As the final time is free, the Hamiltonian is identically zero along the optimal trajectory, i.e.
H(Q(t), P (t), ν, u(t)) ≡ 0. Since the values κ(0) and κ(T ) are free, we get also the following
transversality conditions:
pκ(0) = pκ(T ) = 0.
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The equation for Q in (5) is nothing but (3), while the equation for the adjoint vector P ,
also called the adjoint equation, can be explicitly rewritten as
p˙x = 0
p˙y = 0
p˙θ = px sin θ − py cos θ
p˙κ = −pθ − ν
∂L
∂κ
(7)
If ν 6= 0, we can always normalize it by putting ν = −1. In this case, we say that the pair
(Q(·), P (·)) is a normal extremal, while if ν = 0 the pair (Q(·), P (·)) is said to be an abnormal
extremal. Thanks to Remark 4 below, in the following we always set ν = −1.
Remark 4. The problem P2(L) does not admit abnormal extremals. Indeed, from the maxi-
mality condition applied to the Hamiltonian H(Q,P, 0, u) = px cos θ+ py sin θ+ pθκ+ pκu we
obtain that pκ ≡ 0, and then, from p˙κ = −pθ, that pθ ≡ 0. Since p˙θ = px sin θ − py cos θ ≡ 0
and H(Q,P, 0, u) = px cos θ + py sin θ ≡ 0, we get that the whole adjoint vector vanishes,
contradicting the PMP. Moreover, we deduce that with any solution Q(·) of P2(L) it is as-
sociated one and only one normal extremal trajectory (Q(·), P (·)). Indeed, if (Q(·), P1(·))
and (Q(·), P2(·)) were two normal extremals (with ν = −1), then it is easy to check that
(Q(·), P1(·)− P2(·)) would be an abnormal extremal.
Notice that the absence of abnormal extremals, together with (6), implies that all the pairs
(Q(·), P (·)) satisfying the PMP are C1.
Concerning the problem P1(ℓ), its associated Hamiltonian is
H(q, p, ν, κ) = px cos θ + py sin θ + pθκ+ ν(1 + ℓ(κ)),
where p = (px, py, pθ) ∈ R
3 and ν ≤ 0, and the Hamiltonian equation for the pair (q(·), p(·))
is {
q˙(t) = ∂H∂p (q(t), p(t), ν, κ(t))
p˙(t) = −∂H∂q (q(t), p(t), ν, κ(t))
. (8)
The n-tuple (q(·), p(·), ν, κ(·)) satisfies the maximality condition
H(q(t), p(t), ν, κ(t)) = max
v∈R
H(q(t), p(t), ν, v)
for t ∈ [0, T ], and, as the final time is free, the Hamiltonian is zero along the optimal trajectory:
H(q(t), p(t), ν, κ(t)) ≡ 0. The maximality condition links pθ with κ:
pθ(t) = −νℓ
′(κ(t)) (9)
for t ∈ [0, T ]. We notice that in this case there are no transversality conditions.
The adjoint equation is 
p˙x = 0
p˙y = 0
p˙θ = px sin θ − py cos θ
We remark that also the problem P1(ℓ) does not admit abnormal extremals, so that we set,
without loss of generality, ν = −1.
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3. Existence and stability of the optimal solutions
Given a function L or ℓ in L, with every terminal point q1 ∈ R
2 × S1 one associates the
corresponding solutions of P2(L) or P1(ℓ). The aim of this section is to study this mapping;
we first prove that it is well-defined (existence of solutions of P2(L) or P1(ℓ)), and then that it
is continuous with respect to q1 (stability of the solutions). Namely, we will show that when
a sequence of final points converges to a point q1, any sequence of corresponding optimal
trajectories converges uniformly to the set of optimal trajectories having q1 as final point.
3.1. Existence of optimal solutions. First of all, we notice that the set of trajectories
of (3) (resp. (4)) satisfying the boundary conditions of problem P2(L) (resp. P1(ℓ)) is
non-empty. This is a straightforward consequence of classical controllability results (see for
instance [1]). Concerning problem P2(L), the main result of this section, stated below,
guarantees that, among these trajectories, there always exists a minimizer.
Theorem 1. For every choice of q1 = (x1, y1, θ1) ∈ R
2 × S1 such that (x1, y1) 6= (0, 0)
there exist T¯ > 0, a control function u¯ ∈ Lp([0, T¯ ]) and an initial value κ¯0 such that the
corresponding trajectory Q¯(·) solves problem P2(L).
In order to prove the previous theorem we will make use of a standard result in calculus of
variation, and a technical lemma, stated below.
Theorem 2 ([11, Theorem 1.3]). Let n,N ∈ N, p ≥ 1, Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded open set with
Lipschitz boundary, f : Ω× RN × RN×n → R be a non-negative continuous function and
J(ϕ(·)) =
∫
Ω
f(x, ϕ(x),∇ϕ(x))dx.
If the function s 7→ f(x, r, s) is convex, then J is (sequentially) weakly lower semicontinuous
in W 1,p(Ω).
Lemma 1. Let un : [0, Tn] → R, κn0 ∈ R satisfy JL(T
n, κn0 , u
n) ≤ M for every n, for some
M > 0. Consider the solution Qn(·) = (xn(·), yn(·), θn(·), κn(·)) of the control system (3)
associated with the control un(·) and with initial condition Qn(0) = (0, 0, 0, κn0 ), and assume
that limn q
n(Tn) = limn(x
n(Tn), yn(Tn), θn(Tn)) = q1, for some q1 = (x1, y1, θ1) ∈ R
2 × S1,
with (x1, y1) 6= (0, 0).
Then there exist a time T¯ > 0 and a function u¯ : [0, T¯ ]→ R such that, up to subsequences,
T¯ = limn T
n and, possibly putting un = 0 on [Tn, T¯ ] if Tn ≤ T¯ , (un(·))n weakly converges
to u¯(·) in Lp([0, T¯ ]). Moreover, the functions Qn(·) converge uniformly to a solution Q¯(·) =
(x¯(·), y¯(·), θ¯(·), κ¯(·)) of (3) associated with u¯(·). In particular, (x¯(T¯ ), y¯(T¯ ), θ¯(T¯ ))) = q1.
Finally, the following relation holds
JL(T¯ , κ¯(0), u¯) ≤ lim inf
n
JL(T¯ , κ
n
0 , u
n) ≤ lim inf
n
JL(T
n, κn0 , u
n). (10)
Proof. By (H3) and the special structure of the cost, it is easy to see that Tn and ‖un‖Lp are
uniformly bounded and therefore, up to subsequences, we have that (Tn)n converges to T¯ .
Whenever Tn < T¯ , we extend un to the whole [0, T¯ ] taking un(t) = 0 for t ∈ [Tn, T¯ ]. Without
loss of generality, we can assume that (un(·))n weakly converges to some u¯(·) in Lp([0, T¯ ]).
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Since
|κn(t)− κn(t′)| ≤
t∫
t′
|un(s)| ds ≤ |t− t′|1/q‖un‖Lp , (11)
where as usual 1/q + 1/p = 1, we see that, for every n, κn(·) is Ho¨lder continuous and the
family (κn(·))n is uniformly equicontinuous.
We claim that the sequence (κn(·))n is uniformly bounded. By contradiction, assume that
‖κn(·)‖∞ goes to infinity. Since T
n and ‖un‖Lp are bounded and by (11), for n large enough
κn(·) has constant sign on [0, Tn]. We fix n sufficiently large and, without loss of general-
ity, we assume that κn(·) is positive. Let α be defined by the relation (xn(Tn), yn(Tn)) =
|(xn(Tn), yn(Tn))|(cosα, sinα), where | · | denotes the Euclidean norm on R2. Let I+h , h =
1, . . . , N+ and I
−
h , h = 1, . . . , N− be the subintervals of [0, T
n] where cos(θn(t)−α) is respec-
tively non-negative or non-positive. Then |N− −N+| ≤ 1 and, since for every h (except pos-
sibly h = 1, N−, N+) it holds π =
∫
I±h
κn(s)ds ≤ µ(I±h )‖κ
n‖∞, we get N−, N+ ≤
Tn‖κn‖∞
2π +
3
2
(here and in the following we denote by µ(J) the measure of a measurable set J ⊂ R).
Let us observe that from (11) we get that κn(t) ≥ ‖κ
n‖∞
1+ε , where ε =
(Tn)1/q‖un‖p
‖κn‖∞−(Tn)1/q‖un‖p
> 0
if n is large enough. Then for every h = 1, . . . , N+ we have that
∫
I+h
cos(θn(t) − α)dt ≤
1+ε
‖κn‖∞
∫
I+h
cos(θn(t)− α) κn(t)dt ≤ 2 1+ε‖κn‖∞ .
Moreover for every h = 2, . . . , N−−1 we have that
∫
I−h
cos(θn(t)−α)dt ≤ 1‖κn‖∞
∫
I−h
cos(θn(t)−
α) κn(t)dt = − 2‖κn‖∞ . Then
|(xn(Tn), yn(Tn))| = 〈(xn(Tn), yn(Tn)), (cosα, sinα)〉
=
Tn∫
0
〈(cos θn(t), sin θn(t)), (cosα, sinα)〉dt
=
Tn∫
0
cos(θn(t)− α)dt ≤ 2N+
1 + ε
‖κn‖∞
−
2N− − 4
‖κn‖∞
≤
εTn
π
+
6 + 3ε
‖κn‖∞
.
This leads to a contradiction, since ε tends to zero as n goes to infinity, while |(xn(Tn), yn(Tn))|
is bounded from below and Tn is bounded.
Thus (κn(·))n is uniformly bounded and therefore, by Ascoli-Arzela` Theorem, the functions
κn(·) converge uniformly, up to extracting a subsequence, to a function κ¯ : [0, T¯ ] → R. This
implies the uniform convergence of Qn(·) to Q¯(·) on [0, T¯ ].
Finally, in view of (H2), equation (10) is a direct consequence of Theorem 2. 
Proof of Theorem 1. Fix q1 = (x1, y1, θ1) and consider a minimizing sequence κ
n ∈ R,
un : [0, Tn]→ R for problem P2(L), that is
lim
n
JL(T
n, κn0 , u
n) = inf JL(T, κ0, u),
where κn0 , u
n and κ0, u are such that the trajectories Q
n(·) = (xn(·), yn(·), θn(·), κn(·)), Q(·) =
(x(·), y(·), θ(·), κ(·)) of (3) with initial condition Qn(0) = (0, 0, 0, κn0 ) and Q(0) = (0, 0, 0, κ0),
respectively, satisfy (xn(Tn), yn(Tn), θn(Tn)) = (x(T ), y(T ), θ(T )) = q1. It is easy to prove
that the sequence (un(·))n satisfies the hypotheses of Lemma 1, and therefore it weakly
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converges to some u¯(·) in Lp([0, T¯ ]) whose corresponding trajectory Q¯(·) solves problemP2(L).

The counterpart of Theorem 1 for problem P1(ℓ) is the following.
Theorem 3. For every choice of q1 ∈ R
2 × S1 there exist T¯ > 0 and a control function
κ¯(·) ∈ Lp
′
([0, T¯ ]) such that the corresponding trajectory q¯(·) solves problem P1(ℓ).
The previous result follows directly from the following adaptation of Lemma 1, which, in
turn, is an easy consequence of Ascoli-Arzela` Theorem and of Theorem 2 applied with ϕ = θ.
Lemma 2. Let κn : [0, Tn] → R satisfy Jℓ(T
n, κn) ≤ M for every n and some M > 0. Let
qn(·) be a solution of the control system (4) associated with the control κn(·) with qn(0) =
q0 = (0, 0, 0), and assume that limn q
n(Tn) = q1, for some q1 ∈ R
2 × S1. Then there exist
a time T¯ > 0 and a function κ¯ : [0, T¯ ] → R such that up to subsequences, T¯ = limn T
n and,
possibly putting κn = 0 on [Tn, T¯ ] if Tn ≤ T¯ , κn(·) weakly converges to κ¯(·) in Lp([0, T¯ ]).
Moreover, the functions qn(·) converge uniformly to the corresponding solution q¯(·) of (4)
associated with κ¯(·), and
Jℓ(T¯ , κ¯) ≤ lim inf
n
Jℓ(T¯ , κ
n) ≤ lim inf
n
Jℓ(T
n, κn).
3.2. Stability of the optimal solutions. We start this section by stating an accessory
result about the regularity of the value function associated with problems P2(L) and P1(ℓ).
For every q1 ∈ R
2 × S1 we define the value function J∗L(q1) (resp. J
∗
ℓ (q1)) as the minimum of
the functional JL (resp. Jℓ) among all trajectories of (3) (resp. (4)) steering q0 = (0, 0, 0) to
q1.
Proposition 2. For ♮ = L, ℓ, the value function J∗♮ (·) is continuous at every q1 = (x1, y1, θ1)
such that (x1, y1) 6= (0, 0).
Proof. Take ♮ = L; the proof for ♮ = ℓ is analogous. Let us consider a time-reparametrization
of the control system (3) 
x˙ = v cos θ
y˙ = v sin θ
θ˙ = vκ
κ˙ = vu
, (12)
where v(·) > 0 is essentially bounded. Equation (12) is considered as a control system with
control function (u(·), v(·)). Let Q0 = (0, 0, 0, κ0) for some κ0 ∈ R and, for T > 0, let
EQ0,T (·) : L
∞([0, T ],R2)→ R2 × S1 ×R denote the end-point mapping, that is EQ0,T (u, v) =
Q̂(T ), where Q̂(·) is the solution of (12), associated with the control (u, v) and satisfying
Q̂(0) = Q0. It is easy to see that the control system (12) does not admit singular controls,
that is controls (u, v) such that the (Fre´chet) differential at (u, v) of the end-point mapping
is not surjective (see [8]). Indeed, any singular control satisfies the Weak maximum principle
[8, Theorem 6] with associated Hamiltonian H = v(px cos θ + py sin θ + pθκ + pκu), and the
maximality condition implies that px cos θ + py sin θ + pθκ+ pκu = 0; there are no extremals
(Q(·), P (·)) satisfying the latter condition, since this would entail the existence of abnormal
extremals for problem P2(L), which is excluded by Remark 4.
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Let u¯ : [0, T¯ ] → R be an optimal control for P2(L) with final condition q1, and let Q¯(·)
denote the associated trajectory. Then the absence of singular controls for (12) implies that
the mapping EQ¯(0),T¯ (·) is open at (u¯, 1).
It is easy to see that the functional Ĵ(κ¯0, u, v) =
∫ T¯
0 v(t)(1 + L(κ(t), u(t))) dt, evaluated
on the solution Q̂(·) of (12) with Q̂(0) = Q¯(0) = (0, 0, 0, κ¯0) associated with (u, v), is con-
tinuous with respect to the L∞([0, T¯ ],R2) topology for (u, v), and moreover we have that
Ĵ(κ¯0, u, v) coincides with the value of the functional JL evaluated on a time reparametriza-
tion of Q̂(·) depending on v. Then for every ε > 0 there exists an open neighborhood U of
(u¯, 1) such that Ĵ(κ¯0, u, v) ≤ J
∗
L(q1)+ε for every (u, v) ∈ U , while by definition of J
∗
L we have
J∗L(EQ¯(0),T¯ (u, v)) ≤ Ĵ(κ¯0, u, v). Since the end-point mapping is open and ε is arbitrary, we
get that lim supq→q1 J
∗
L(q) ≤ J
∗
L(q1), that is J
∗
L is upper semicontinuous.
It remains to prove that J∗L is lower semicontinuous. Let (q
n
1 )
n be a sequence of points
converging to q1, and, for every n, u
n : [0, Tn]→ R be an optimal control steering the system
from q0 to q
n
1 , with initial curvature κ
n
0 . By the upper semicontinuity of J
∗
L we get the uniform
boundedness of JL(T
n, κn0 , u
n), thus we can apply Lemma 1 and obtain lim infn J
∗
L(q
n
1 ) =
lim infn JL(T
n, κn0 , u
n) ≥ JL(T¯ , κ¯0, u¯), where u¯ : [0, T¯ ] → R steers the system from q0 to q1,
with initial curvature κ¯0. By definition of J
∗
L we have that JL(T¯ , κ¯0, u¯) ≥ J
∗
L(q1), and this
completes the proof. 
The previous result shows that the cost (value function) is continuous with respect to the
final point. We will prove now a continuity property of the optimal trajectories and the
associate adjoint vectors with respect to the final point.
Fix a point q1 = (x1, y1, θ1) ∈ R
2 × S1. Given a cost L ∈ L2, we define E2(L, q1) as the set
of curves (Q(·), P (·)) such that Q(·) is a solution of P2(L) with final condition q1 and P (·)
the associated adjoint vector. We endow the set of such continuous curves (Q(·), P (·)) with
the distance d∞ associated with the norm ‖ · ‖∞ of the uniform convergence.
Similarly, given a cost ℓ ∈ L1 we define E1(ℓ, q1) as the set of curves (q(·), p(·)) such that
q(·) is a solution of P1(ℓ) with final condition q1 and p(·) the associated adjoint vector. As
above, we endow the set of such continuous curves (q(·), p(·)) with the distance associated
with the norm of the uniform convergence that we denote again d∞.
Theorem 4. Let q1 = (x1, y1, θ1) be a point in R
2 × S1 and (qn1 )
n a sequence of points
converging to q1.
• Fix L ∈ L2 and assume (x1, y1) 6= (0, 0). Then, for any sequence (Q
n(·), Pn(·))n such
that, for every n, (Qn(·), Pn(·)) ∈ E2(L, q
n
1 ), we have
lim
n→∞
d∞ ((Q
n(·), Pn(·)) , E2(L, q1)) = 0.
• Fix ℓ ∈ L1 and assume (x1, y1) 6= (0, 0). Then, for any sequence (q
n(·), pn(·))n such
that, for every n, (qn(·), pn(·)) ∈ E1(ℓ, q
n
1 ), we have
lim
n→∞
d∞ ((q
n(·), pn(·)) , E1(ℓ, q1)) = 0.
The first item of this theorem is a direct consequence of the lemma below and the second
one results from a straighforward adaptation of this lemma.
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Lemma 3. Fix L ∈ L2, q1 = (x1, y1, θ1) ∈ R
2 × S1 such that (x1, y1) 6= 0, and let (q
n
1 )
n be a
sequence of points converging to q1. Then, for any sequence (Q
n(·), Pn(·))n with (Qn(·), Pn(·)) ∈
E2(L, q
n
1 ), there exists a subsequence (Q
nk(·), Pnk(·))k which uniformly converges to an ex-
tremal (Q¯(·), P¯ (·)) in E2(L, q1).
Proof. For every integer n, let un be the optimal control associated with (Qn(·), Pn(·)). By
the continuity of the value function, we have that J∗L(q
n
1 ) is uniformly bounded. Thus the
sequence (un)n satisfies the hypotheses of Lemma 1, which implies the uniform convergence
of Qn(·), up to subsequences, to a trajectory Q¯(·) = (x¯(·), y¯(·), θ¯(·), κ¯(·)) associated with
u¯ : [0, T¯ ] → R. By (10) and the continuity of the value function, we have that Q¯(·) is a
solution of P2(L) with final point q1.
Let us now prove the uniform convergence of the adjoint vector. For every integer n we set
Qn(·) = (xn(·), yn(·), θn(·), κn(·)) and Pn(·) = (pnx(·), p
n
y (·), p
n
θ (·), p
n
κ(·)). We then proceed in
two step: first of all, we prove that the sequence of the initial conditions Pn(0) is bounded (and
therefore it converges, up to subsequences); then, since for every n the extremal (Qn(·), Pn(·))
satisfies the Hamiltonian system (5), we get the convergence of the whole adjoint vector.
By the adjoint equation we get that pnx, p
n
y are constant and we write (p
n
x, p
n
y ) = ρ
n(cosαn, sinαn),
ρn > 0. Let us first show that ρn is uniformly bounded. Assume by contradiction that this
is not true. Up to restricting to an appropriate subsequence we can assume that (Qn(·))n
uniformly converges to Q¯(·) = (x¯(·), y¯(·), θ¯(·), κ¯(·)), (αn)n converges to some α∗∗ and (ρn)n
goes to infinity.
Consider the case in which θ¯(·) is not constant. Then | sin(θ¯(t)−α∗∗)| > C for t belonging
to some (closed) interval I = [a, a + τ ] ⊂ [0, T¯ ] and for some C > 0, which implies that
| sin(θn(t)− αn)| ≥ C on I, for n suitably large. Then by equation (7) we get |p˙nθ | ≥ Cρ
n on
I and therefore there exist η > 0 and a family of intervals In ⊂ I with µ(In) ≥ η such that
limn infIn |p
n
θ (t)| = ∞. Indeed, for every t ∈ [a, a + τ/3], every t
′ ∈ [a + 2τ/3, a + τ ] and for
every n we have that |pnθ (t) − p
n
θ (t
′)| ≥ Cρnτ/3, therefore it must be |pnθ (t)| ≥ Cρ
nτ/6 on
[a, a+ τ/3] or [a+ 2τ/3, a+ τ ].
For every n, consider pnκ(t) for t ∈ I
n. Since p˙nκ = −p
n
θ +
∂L
∂κ , from (2) we have that there
exists a family of subintervals In′ ⊂ In with µ(In′) ≥ c > 0 such that limn infIn′ |p
n
κ| = ∞.
Since κn(·) is uniformly bounded and by (6) we get that |un| is unbounded in In′, which
contradicts the uniform boundedness of un in the Lp norm. Then ρn is uniformly bounded.
Let us now consider the case in which θ¯(·) is constant, that is θ¯(·) ≡ κ¯(·) ≡ u¯(·) ≡ 0.
First of all, we notice that α∗∗ = 0; indeed, if not, then we can proceed as above and get a
contradiction. The Hamiltonian at t = 0 writes H = ρn cosαn+pnθ (0)κ
n(0)−1−L(κn(0), 0) =
0. If (ρn)n goes to infinity, then also |pnθ (0)| does, as well as the ratio |p
n
θ (0)|/ρ
n. This comes
from the fact that the Hamiltonian is null and κn(0) tends to zero. Since |p˙nθ |/ρ
n ≤ 1, we get
as above that |pnθ (·)| goes to infinity on [0, T
n], which leads to a contradiction. We can then
conclude that ρn is uniformly bounded.
In particular, we obtain that |p˙nθ | is uniformly bounded with respect to n, and therefore
that |pnθ (0)| is uniformly bounded: if not, in fact, |p
n
θ (·)| would go to infinity on the whole
interval [0, Tn], and then also |pnκ(·)| would go to infinity (on some appropriate subinterval),
and we would get a contradiction.
Then |Pn(0)| is uniformly bounded and therefore, up to subsequences, we get that (Pn(0))n
converges to some P ∗.
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Let us now consider the system{
Q˙n = ∂H∂P (Q
n, Pn,−1,Υ(κn, pnκ))
P˙n = −∂H∂Q (Q
n, Pn,−1,Υ(κn, pnκ))
(13)
where Υ(κ, pκ) is the control expressed in terms of κ and pκ by means of the implicit function
theorem applied to (6), namely Υ(κ, pκ) =
(
∂L
∂u (κ, ·)
)−1
(pκ).
Since the initial conditions (Qn(0), Pn(0)) of (13) converge to (Q¯(0), P ∗), we have the con-
vergence of the solutions (Qn(·), Pn(·)) to some solution (Q¯(·), P ∗(·)) of (13). By uniqueness
of the adjoint vector (see Remark 4) we get that P ∗(·) = P¯ (·). 
4. Robustness
In this section we study the continuity of the mapping which associates with a cost in L
the set of solutions of the corresponding optimal problem P2(L) or P1(ℓ) with fixed terminal
point. We will show that when a sequence of costs converge to a cost L or ℓ in L, any
sequence of optimal trajectories associated with these costs converges uniformly to the set of
optimal trajectories of respectively P2(L) or P1(ℓ). This can be understood as a property
of robustness of these optimal control problems. The class of costs L being defined as the
disjoint union of two sub-classes L1 and L2, we have to distinguish several cases: convergence
of a sequence in L2 to a cost in L2 as well, of a sequence in L2 to a cost in L1, and of a
sequence in L1 to a cost in L1. In each case, we have to specify the notion of convergence we
use.
Robustness of P2(L). Consider functions L0 and Lε, ε ∈ (0, ε¯], belonging to L2, and assume
that L0 satisfies (H3) with p = pˆ. Let Lε converge to L0 in the following sense:
(H4) there exists a constant C > 0 such that for every (r, s) one has
|Lε(r, s)− L0(r, s)|+
∣∣∣∂Lε
∂r
(r, s)−
∂L0
∂r
(r, s)
∣∣∣ ≤ Cε(|s|pˆ + 1).
(H5) ∂
2Lε
∂s2
(r, s) converges uniformly to ∂
2L0
∂s2
(r, s) on compact subsets of R2.
We notice that hypothesis (H4) in particular implies that for every ε > 0 small enough Lε
satisfies condition (H3) with p = pˆ.
As in Section 3.2, we use E2(L, q1) to denote the set of curves (Q(·), P (·)) such that Q(·)
is a solution of P2(L) with final condition q1 and P (·) the associated adjoint vector and we
endow the set of continuous curves (Q(·), P (·)) with the distance d∞ associated with the norm
of the uniform convergence.
Theorem 5. Fix q1 ∈ R
2 × S1 and let Lε, ε ≥ 0, be a family of costs in L2 satisfy-
ing hypotheses (H4)–(H5), with L0 satisfying (H3) for p = pˆ. Then, for any family
(Qε(·), P ε(·)) ∈ E2(Lε, q1), ε ≥ 0, we have
lim
ε→0
d∞ ((Q
ε(·), P ε(·)) , E2(L0, q1)) = 0.
This theorem is a direct consequence of the following lemma.
Lemma 4. Under the hypotheses of Theorem 5, if (εn)
n is a sequence converging to 0, then,
for any sequence (Qεn(·), P εn(·))n such that, for every n, (Qεn(·), P εn(·)) ∈ E2(Lεn , q1), there
exists a subsequence which uniformly converges to an extremal (Q∗(·), P ∗(·)) in E2(L0, q1).
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Proof. We choose first an extremal (Q0(·), P 0(·)) ∈ E2(L0, q1). For ε = 0 and ε ∈ (εn)
n, we
call uε : [0, T ε]→ R the optimal control of the problem P2(Lε) associated with the extremal
(Qε(·), P ε(·)) and we denote Qε(·) = (xε(·), yε(·), θε(·), κε(·)) and P ε(·) = (pεx, p
ε
y, p
ε
θ(·), p
ε
κ(·)).
Let us introduce the functional Jε2(T, κ0, u) =
∫ T
0 (1+Lε(κ(s), u(s))) ds, for every ε ∈ [0, ε¯],
which is evaluated along trajectories of (3) starting from (0, 0, 0, κ0). By definition, for every
integer n we have Jεn2 (T
εn , κεn0 , u
εn) ≤ Jεn2 (T
0, κ00, u
0), and moreover
|Jεn2 (T
0, κ00, u
0)− J02 (T
0, κ00, u
0)|
≤
T 0∫
0
|Lεn(κ
0(s), u0(s))− L0(κ
0(s), u0(s))| ds ≤ Cεn(‖u
0‖pˆ
Lpˆ
+ T 0), (14)
so that Jεn2 (T
εn , κεn0 , u
εn) ≤ J02 (T
0, κ00, u
0) + Cεn(‖u
0‖pˆ
Lpˆ
+ T 0). By (H3), (H4) and the
special structure of the cost we thus have that both T εn and ‖uεn‖Lpˆ are uniformly bounded.
In particular there exists a subsequence, that we denote again (εk)
k, converging to zero such
that (T εk)k converges to some T ∗ > 0. Whenever T εk < T ∗, we extend the control uεk(·) on
the interval [0, T ∗], putting it equal to zero on (T εk , T ∗]. Since (uεk)k is a bounded sequence
in Lpˆ([0, T ∗]), up to subsequences it weakly converges to some u∗(·) ∈ Lpˆ([0, T ∗]).
We can then repeat the argument of Lemma 1 to prove that κεk0 is bounded, so that
it converges to some κ∗0, up to subsequences. We call Q
∗(·) = (x∗(·), y∗(·), θ∗(·), κ∗(·)) the
solution of (3) associated with u∗(·) with initial conditionQ∗(0) = (0, 0, 0, κ∗0). Then, the weak
convergence of (uεk(·))k to u∗(·) implies that (κεk(·))k converges to κ∗(·) pointwise on [0, T ∗]
and that κεk(·) is (uniformly) Ho¨lder continuous for every εk > 0. Then by Ascoli-Arzela`
Theorem, we obtain that (κεk(·))k converges uniformly to κ∗(·).
Therefore, we obtain that the trajectories Qεk(·) uniformly converge to Q∗(·). In particular,
(x∗(T ∗), y∗(T ∗), θ∗(T ∗)) = q1.
Since by definition u0 is a minimum for P2(L0), it holds J
0
2 (T
0, κ00, u
0) ≤ J02 (T
∗, κ∗0, u
∗).
From Theorem 2 we get that J02 is weakly lower semicontinuous, and therefore
lim inf
k→∞
J02 (T
εk , κεk , uεk) ≥ lim inf
k→∞
J02 (T
∗, κεk0 , u
εk) ≥ J02 (T
∗, κ∗0, u
∗),
where we used the fact that uεk(·) is set equal to zero on [T εk , T ∗] if T εk < T ∗. Moreover, by
hypothesis (H4), we have that for every ε ∈ (εn)
n,
J02 (T
ε, κε0, u
ε) ≤ Jε2(T
ε, κε0, u
ε) + Cε(T ε + ‖uε‖pˆ
Lpˆ
) ≤ Jε2(T
0, κ00, u
0) + Cε(T ε + ‖uε‖pˆ
Lpˆ
).
Passing to the lim inf and applying (14) we obtain
J02 (T
∗, κ∗0, u
∗) ≤ lim inf
k→∞
(
Jεk2 (T
0, κ00, u
0) + Cεk(T
εk + ‖uεk‖pˆ
Lpˆ
)
)
= J02 (T
0, κ00, u
0),
that is, u∗ is a minimum.
Let us now prove the convergence of the adjoint vectors. As above, we first show that
P εk(0) is bounded, and then we prove that the right-hand side of the adjoint equation (5)
converges uniformly on compact sets: then also its solution converges uniformly.
As usual, we write (pεx, p
ε
y) = ρ
ε(cosαε, sinαε), ρε > 0. Let us prove that ρεk is uniformly
bounded. Assume by contradiction that this is not true. Up to restricting to an appropriate
subsequence we can assume that (αεk)k converges to α∗ while ρεk goes to infinity. By previous
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results θεk(·) converges to θ∗(·); as in Lemma 3, we can assume that θ∗(·) may be constant
or not.
In the first case, if θ∗ is constant then κ∗ ≡ u∗ ≡ 0, and therefore Q∗(·) is the straight
line connecting q0 = (0, 0, 0) to q1 = (T
∗, 0, 0). Moreover, since the Hamiltonian is identically
zero along extremal trajectories and from the transversality conditions we get that P ∗(·) ≡
(1, 0, 0, 0); since we know that the only solution for P2(Lε) with final point q1 = (T
∗, 0, 0) is
the straight line for every ε > 0, we obtain that T εk = T ∗ and P εk(t) ≡ (1, 0, 0, 0), for every
k.
Consider the second case, that is θ∗(·) is not constant. Applying the same argument of
Lemma 3, we can assume that there exist η > 0 and a family of intervals Iεk with µ(Iεk) ≥ η
such that limk infIεk |p
εk
θ (t)| = ∞. Since p˙
εk
κ = −p
εk
θ +
∂Lεk
∂κ and by (2) and hypothesis
(H4), we obtain that there exist a c > 0 and a family of subintervals Iεk ′ ⊂ Iεk with
µ(Iεk ′) ≥ c > 0 such that limk infIεk ′ |p
εk
κ | = ∞. This implies that also |u
εk | is unbounded
in Iεk ′, which contradicts the uniform boundedness of ‖uεk‖Lpˆ . Then we obtain that ρ
εk is
uniformly bounded.
In particular, this implies that p˙εkθ is uniformly bounded with respect to εk. As in Lemma 3,
we can conclude that also pεkθ (0) is uniformly bounded and then we get the convergence of
the initial conditions P εk(0) to some (p∗∗x , p
∗∗
y , p
∗∗
θ (0), 0), up to subsequences.
Let us now consider the system, for ε ∈ (εn)
n,

p˙εθ = p
ε
x cos θ
ε − pεy sin θ
ε
p˙εκ = −p
ε
θ +
∂Lε
∂κ (κ
ε,Υε(κ
ε, pεκ))
θ˙ε = κε
κ˙ε = Υε(κ
ε, pεκ)
, (15)
where Υε(κ, pκ) is the control expressed in function of κ and pκ by means of the implicit
function theorem and the maximality condition (6), namely Υε(κ, pκ) =
(
∂Lε
∂u (κ, ·)
)−1
(pκ)
Let us prove that Υεk(·, ·) converges to Υ0(·, ·) uniformly on the compact subsets of R
2.
Fix r and consider υrεk(s) = Υεk(r, s). The function υ
r
εk
is the solution of the Cauchy problem
υr′εk = 1
/
∂2Lεk
∂u2
(r, υrεk)
υrεk(0) = 0
.
Thanks to hypothesis (H5), the right-hand side of the equation converges uniformly on
compact sets, so that also the solution of the Cauchy problem converges. Then Υεk(·, ·)
converges to Υ0(·, ·) uniformly on the compact subsets of R
2.
The latter, together with hypothesis (H4) and the uniform convergence of the pair (pεkx , p
εk
y ),
implies that the right-hand side of (15) converges uniformly on compact subsets as εk goes
to zero. Since also the initial conditions of (15) converge, we obtain that the quadruple
(pεkθ (·), p
εk
κ (·), θ
εk(·), κεk(·)) converges uniformly on [0, T¯ ] to the solution (p∗∗θ (·), p
∗∗
κ (·), θ
∗(·), κ∗(·))
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of the system 
p˙∗∗θ = p
∗∗
x cos θ
∗ − p∗∗y sin θ
∗
p˙∗∗κ = −p
∗∗
θ +
∂L0
∂κ (κ
∗,Υ0(κ
∗, p∗∗κ ))
θ˙∗ = κ∗
κ˙∗ = Υ0(κ
∗, p∗∗κ )
(16)
with initial condition (p∗∗θ , 0, 0, κ
∗). Call P ∗∗(·) = (p∗∗x , p
∗∗
y , p
∗∗
θ (·), p
∗∗
κ (·)); since the pair
(Q∗(·), P ∗∗(·)) satisfies the PMP, by the uniqueness of the adjoint vector we have that
P ∗∗(·) = P ∗(·). 
Robustness of P1(ℓ) w.r.t. P2(L). Consider a cost ℓ0 in L1, and a family of costs Lε in
L2, ε ∈ (0, ε¯] converging to ℓ0 in the following sense:
(H4′) there exist three constants C,C1, C2 > 0 such that for every (r, s) one has
C1ε(|s|
pˆ − 1) ≤ Lε(r, s)− ℓ0(r) ≤ C2ε(|s|
pˆ + 1) (17)∣∣∣∂Lε
∂r
(r, s)− ℓ′0(r)
∣∣∣ ≤ Cε(|s|pˆ + 1). (18)
Remark 5. It is not our purpose here to find the minimal assumptions under which robust-
ness results can be obtained. If needed, the hypotheses above could certainly be weakened. We
notice moreover that (H4′) implies that, for ε ∈ (0, ε¯], Lε satisfies (H3) with p = pˆ.
In the following we consider again the sets E2(L, q1) and E1(ℓ, q1) defined in Section 3.2, and
we also use E˜1(ℓ, q1) to denote the set of curves (Q(·), P (·)) such that Q(·) = (q(·), κ(·)) and
P (·) = (p(·), 0), where (q(·), p(·)) ∈ E1(ℓ, q1) and κ(·) is the associated optimal control. We
endow these sets with the distance d∞ associated with the norm of the uniform convergence.
Theorem 6. Fix q1 ∈ R
2 × S1. Let ℓ0 be a cost in L1, and let Lε, ε ∈ (0, ε¯] be a family of
functions in L2. Then, for any family (Q
ε(·), P ε(·)) ∈ E2(Lε, q1), ε ≥ 0, we have
lim
ε→0
d∞
(
(Qε(·), P ε(·)) , E˜1(ℓ0, q1)
)
= 0.
This theorem is a direct consequence of the following lemma.
Lemma 5. Under the hypotheses of Theorem 6, if (εn)
n is a sequence converging to 0,
then, for any sequence (Qεn(·), P εn(·))n such that, for every n, (Qεn(·), P εn(·)) ∈ E2(Lεn , q1),
there exists a subsequence which uniformly converges to a curve ((q∗(·), κ∗(·)), (p∗(·), 0)) in
E˜1(ℓ0, q1).
Proof. For every ε ∈ (0, ε¯] we denote by Jε2(T, κ0, u) the functional
∫ T
0 1 + Lε(κ(s), u(s)) ds
associated with a solution of (3) starting from (0, 0, 0, κ0) and with control function u(·), and
we set J01 (T, κ) =
∫ T
0 1 + ℓ0(κ(s)) ds.
For every ε ∈ (εn)
n, we call uε : [0, T ε] → R the optimal control of the problem P2(Lε)
associated with the extremal (Qε(·), P ε(·)) and we denote Qε(·) = (xε(·), yε(·), θε(·), κε(·))
and P ε(·) = (pεx, p
ε
y, p
ε
θ(·), p
ε
κ(·)).
Let κ0(·) : [0, T 0] → R be an optimal control of the problem P1(ℓ0) with final point q1.
From the PMP (in particular, see Remark 4) we know that κ0(·) ∈ C1([0, T 0]), so that we
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can define u0(·) = κ˙0(·), which is a continuous function on [0, T 0]. Hypothesis (H4′) implies
that, for every integer n,
C1εn(‖u
εn‖pˆ
Lpˆ
− T εn) ≤ Jεn2 (T
εn , κεn(0), uεn)− J01 (T
εn , κεn) ≤ Jεn2 (T
εn , κεn0 , u
εn)− J01 (T
0, κ0) ≤
≤ Jεn2 (T
0, κ0(0), u0)− J01 (T
0, κ0) ≤
T 0∫
0
Lεn(κ
0(s), u0(s))− ℓ0(κ
0(s)) ds
≤ C2εn(‖u
0‖pˆ
Lpˆ
+ T 0).
Since moreover Jεn2 (T
εn , κεn(0), uεn) ≥ T εn , we therefore obtain that both T εn and ‖uεn‖Lpˆ
are uniformly bounded.
As in the proof of Lemma 4, up to taking a subsequence, T εk converges to some T ∗ > 0.
As above, we extend all the controls uεk such that T εk < T ∗ putting them equal to zero on
(T εk , T ∗]. Then we have that (uεk(·))k weakly converges to some u∗(·) ∈ Lpˆ([0, T ∗]), up to
subsequences.
Again reasoning as in Lemma 1, we obtain that the trajectories Qεk(·) uniformly converge
to Q∗(·), where Q∗(·) = (x∗(·), y∗(·), θ∗(·), κ∗(·)) is the solution of (3) associated with u∗(·)
with initial condition Q∗(0) = (0, 0, 0, κ∗0), and κ
∗
0 is the limit of κ
ε(0), up to subsequences. In
particular, q∗(·) = (x∗(·), y∗(·), θ∗(·)) is the solution of (4) associated with the control κ∗(·)
with initial condition q0 and final condition q1. By definition, J
0
1 (T
0, κ0) ≤ J01 (T
∗, κ∗).
By hypothesis (H2′) and Theorem 2 we obtain that J01 is weakly lower semicontinuous in
Lp, and since κεk(·) converges uniformly to κ∗(·) we have
J01 (T
∗, κ∗) ≤ lim inf
k→∞
J01 (T
∗, κεk) = lim inf
k→∞
J01 (T
εk , κεk),
Moreover, by hypothesis (H4′), we have that for every ε ∈ (εn)
n,
J01 (T
ε, κε) ≤ Jε2(T
ε, κε(0), uε) ≤ Jε2(T
0, κ0(0), u0).
We thus obtain
J01 (T
∗, κ∗) ≤ lim inf
k→∞
Jεk2 (T
0, κ0(0), u0) = J01 (T
0, κ0),
that is q∗(·) is a solution of the problem P1(ℓ0) with final condition q1. Moreover, as proved
above, the trajectories (xεk(·), yεk(·), θεk(·)) uniformly converge to (x∗(·), y∗(·), θ∗(·)).
Let us now investigate the convergence of the adjoint vectors. Since the first two compo-
nents of the adjoint vector are constant with respect to time, we write (pεkx , p
εk
y ) = ρ
εk(cosαεk , sinαεk),
ρεk > 0.
Repeating the same argument of Lemma 3 and 4, we have that (ρεk)k converges to some ρ∗∗
and (αεk)k converges to α∗∗, up to subsequences. Indeed, as above, if ρεk was not uniformly
bounded, then it is easy to see that ‖uεk‖Lpˆ would not be uniformly bounded.
The same argument proves that also pεkθ (0) is uniformly bounded and then we get the
convergence of the initial conditions (P εk(0))k to some (p∗∗x , p
∗∗
y , p
∗∗
θ (0), 0), up to subsequences.
Let us now consider the system{
p˙εkθ = p
εk
x cos θ
εk − pεky sin θ
εk
θ˙εk = κεk
. (19)
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The right-hand side of (19) converges uniformly on [0, T ∗], then we obtain that the pair
(pεkθ (·), θ
εk(·)) converges uniformly on [0, T ∗] to the solution (p∗∗θ (·), θ
∗(·)) of the system{
p˙∗∗θ = p
∗∗
x cos θ
∗ − p∗∗y sin θ
∗
θ˙∗ = κ∗
(20)
with initial condition (p∗∗θ (0), 0). Moreover we have that p
εk
κ (·) converges to zero uniformly.
This comes immediately from the equation p˙εkκ (·) = −p
εk
θ (·) +
∂Lεk
∂κ , the convergence of the
trajectories, and equations (18) and (9).
Call p∗∗(·) = (p∗∗x , p
∗∗
y , p
∗∗
θ (·)); since the pair (q
∗(·), p∗∗(·)) satisfies the PMP, by the unique-
ness of the adjoint vector we have that p∗∗(·) = p∗(·). 
Robustness of P1(ℓ) w.r.t. P1(ℓ). Consider a cost ℓ0 in L1 satisfying (H3
′) with p = pˆ,
and a family of costs ℓε in L1, ε ∈ (0, ε¯], converging to ℓ0 in the following sense:
(H4′′) there exists a constant C > 0 such that for every r one has
|ℓε(r)− ℓ0(r)| ≤ Cε(|r|
pˆ + 1).
(H5′′) ℓ′′ε(r) converges uniformly to ℓ
′′
0(r) on compact subsets of R.
Here again we consider the set of curves E1(ℓ, q1) defined in Section 3.2, endowed with the
distance d∞ associated with the norm of the uniform convergence.
Theorem 7. Fix q1 ∈ R
2 × S1 and let ℓε be a family of costs in L1 satisfying hypotheses
(H4′′)–(H5′′). Then, for any family (qε(·), pε(·)) ∈ E1(ℓε, q1), ε ≥ 0, we have
lim
ε→0
d∞ ((q
ε(·), pε(·)) , E1(ℓ0, q1)) = 0.
The proof of this result is an easy adaptation of the one of Theorem 5.
5. Conclusion
In this paper we analyze continuity properties of a class of optimal control problems that is
suitable to describe the human locomotion. These properties reflect the physiological nature
of the problem, in the sense that human behavior is homogeneous and stable with respect
to different kinds of perturbations. Since costs not satisfying such continuity properties are
not suitable to describe the locomotion problem, this analysis is a necessary step to possibly
reduce the class of candidate cost functions that can modelize the system.
The first property analyzed is what we call stability, namely, for an optimal control problem
associated with a fixed cost, the continuity of the solutions with respect to small perturba-
tions of the final point. This very natural property has been highlighted in the experiments
performed by Laumond et al. [2–4].
For an optimal control problem associated with a final point, we call robustness the conti-
nuity of the solutions with respect to small perturbations of the cost. This property is also
natural and is important to specify a candidate cost, in order to perform numerical simu-
lations of the model. Indeed, if the class of cost functions is robust, then the solution of
the problem does not depend critically on the choice of a particular cost function, but it is
possible to reduce the problem to the study of a simpler cost function. This is in particular
very effective if we can reduce the number of parameters of the problem by choosing a cost
function that does not depend on the angular acceleration and its derivatives. In this paper
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we performed a first step in this direction, showing a continuity property between the prob-
lems associated with the class of costs that do depend on the angular acceleration and the
problems associated with the class of cost that do only depend on the angular velocity.
REFERENCES
1. A.A. Agrachev and Yu.L. Sachkov. Control theory from the geometric viewpoint, vol-
ume 87 of Encyclopaedia of Mathematical Sciences. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2004. Control
Theory and Optimization, II.
2. G Arechavaleta, J.-P. Laumond, H. Hicheur, and A. Berthoz. Optimizing principles un-
derlying the shape of trajectories in goal oriented locomotion for humans. In IEEE /
RAS International Conference on Humanoid Robots, Genoa (Italy), 2006.
3. G Arechavaleta, J.-P. Laumond, H. Hicheur, and A. Berthoz. On the nonholonomic
nature of human locomotion. Autonomous Robots, 25:25–35, 2008.
4. G Arechavaleta, J.-P. Laumond, H. Hicheur, and A. Berthoz. An optimality principle
governing human walking. IEEE Transactions on Robotics, 24(1):5–14, 2008.
5. A. V. Arutyunov and R. B. Vinter. A simple ‘finite approximations’ proofs of the Pon-
tryagin maximum principle under reduced differentiability hypotheses. Set-Valued Anal.,
12(1-2):5–24, 2004.
6. T. Bayen, Y Chitour, F. Jean, and P. Mason. Asymptotic analysis of an optimal control
problem connected to the human locomotion. In Joint 48th IEEE Conference on Decision
and Control and 28th Chinese Control Conference, Shanghai, 2009.
7. B. Berret, F. Jean, and J.-P. Gauthier. A biomechanical inactivation principle. Proceed-
ings of the Steklov Institute of Mathematics, 268:93–116, 2010.
8. B. Bonnard and M. Chyba. Singular trajectories and their role in control theory,
volume 40 of Mathe´matiques & Applications (Berlin) [Mathematics & Applications].
Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2003.
9. S. Boyd, L.E. Ghaoui, E. Feron, and Balakrishnan V. Linear matrix inequalities in system
and control theory, volume 15. SIAM, 1994.
10. Y. Chitour, F. Jean, and P. Mason. Optimal control models of the goal-oriented human
locomotion. submitted, 2011.
11. B. Dacorogna. Direct methods in the calculus of variations. Springer-Verlag New York,
Inc., New York, NY, USA, 1989.
12. C. Darlot, J.-P. Gauthier, F. Jean, C. Papaxanthis, and T. Pozzo. The inactivation prin-
ciple: Mathematical solutions minimizing the absolute work and biological implications
for the planning of arm movements. PLoS Comput Biol., 2008.
13. R. Kalman. When is a linear control system optimal? ASME Transactions, Journal of
Basic Engineering, 86:51–60, 1964.
14. K. Mombaur, A. Truong, and J.-P. Laumond. From human to humanoid locomotion -
an inverse optimal control approach. Autonomous Robots, 28:369–383, 2010.
15. A.Y. Ng and S. Russell. Algorithms for inverse reinforcement learning. In Proc. 17th
International Conf. on Machine Learning, pages 663–670, 2000.
16. L. S. Pontryagin, V. G. Boltyanskii, R. V. Gamkrelidze, and E. F. Mishchenko. The
mathematical theory of optimal processes. Translated from the Russian by K. N. Trirogoff;
19
edited by L. W. Neustadt. Interscience Publishers John Wiley & Sons, Inc. New York-
London, 1962.
17. E. Todorov. Optimal control theory, chapter 12, pages 269–298. Bayesian Brain: Proba-
bilistic Approaches to Neural Coding, Doya K (ed), 2006.
F.C. Chittaro
Laboratoire des Signaux et Syste`mes, Gif-sur-Yvette, France
E-mail: francesca.chittaro@lss.supelec.fr
F. Jean
ENSTA ParisTech, Paris, France and Team GECO, INRIA Saclay – Iˆle-de-France
E-mail: frederic.jean@ensta.fr
P. Mason
Laboratoire des Signaux et Syste`mes, Gif-sur-Yvette, France
E-mail: paolo.mason@lss.supelec.fr
20
